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of tayers of amoiphous metal strqie, wherein each of said strips has a top and a 
bottom surfiEice and is oriented such that (i) a Unci normal to eitiier of said surfaces at 
subsluitially any point thmon is substantially perpendicular to flie axis of rotation of 
saki iolor» and (ii) said fhix traverses said segment wiA^ 

^aid HtMor hsving a con loss less than when x>perated at an excitatioii fiequency 
/T* to a peak induction level Bw ^^^i^m 

(BnnO'*^ + 0.000282 f**^ (Bamxf \ satd core loss, said excitation fiequency and said 

peak iiMiuction level being iMasuied in vi^^ 

0espectiv^«nd 

b> Pkeai^^ for si^porting said stfOpr and said lotor in predetermined positioi^ relative to 
each other. 

REMARKS 

I1m» fetumnerVij^ of tfie feg'eetion of cUikn 36 under 35 U.S.C. l<>3(a) as being 
tiaptkauble dver U.S. Patent 4^55;<!>84 to XiistiUer et a& U. S. Pate&t 5,439^34 lo Takeuchi et 
al. is noted widi appndatktii 

Claims 1, 22, 26, Hod 36 futvt Keen amencted to leeile an unorphoo^ metal statw 
oc^npiikin^ a pltiraUty of Ucyttk of atnoirphotts 'metal strip*, each of ttie strqis having a top and a 
bottom surfiwe. The ire orirated in the stator such that d lin6 nonnal to eittier of tfie top and 
bottom sur&ces of dig «nr^ is substantially peipen^clilar to the axis of rotation of the electric 
motor rotor witii 'wtudb the stator is associated. The amendment is cldariy supported by the 
^ed^cation, particularly at pag/s 6, lines 20 - 25; and Figs. 3 - 5. Consequently, nO new matter has 
b^ added by of ^ amendment 
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Clain» 1, 2, 3» 8, 19>22, and 55 have been rejecled under 35 U.S.C. § 103(8) as being 
unpatentable over Oeiman Patent Document -28 05 438 (the ***438 palenf*) and U.S. Patent No. 
4^55,684 to Mischleret al. 

Hie r'438 pateM discloses a motor comprishig an imn core made of k^ers. The iron core 
cMsisls of sqMuate parts, whidi fotm joints having variable rductance etements insetted tfierein. 
Strips of nD»-mBgaetic nuierials nich as plastic fiOL hold ttie joints apart. Each of the joints opens 
out to form a Uirge i«ctngular window iwar the ianlrifece whidi may be used to hold coil windings. 
In operation* die flux-mudt cross an ur gq> bdtwsen tkH ends of a back and a tooth sectim. This 
disdosote does not teach that ihe metal used isah ahioiphous inetaL Thus, tite '438 patent teaches a 
convmtional, crvstalline meial^tor «4ierein tin Ihn must ctoaa at least one (and most likely more 
than one) air'gm).- \. .. - 

Mischkrd al discloses a untor stiUctuie fi>F use in,a motor whidi is firimcated using strip 
nurterial and moUiMe mag^atic colbposite^ eidier amoqAous metal tape and amoiphous flake <Mr 
sioilar cdaventioaal matniats. 

The Examioer has indicated thateach of |he back iron sections m the *438 disclosuie has a 
top and a bottom swftoe «dudi has a line nomial^to Hbtsoifaoc being perpendicular to die axis of 
rotation of die rotor. Figure At «r applicants* appeal brief, submitted November 6, 2002 in die 
present matter, reprodtooes the F%uze of die '438 Oemian PMcat, which depicts a generally 
cyiiadrical stoftor 1 fisr use in • motor having a lotpr appoiMed rotate generally about die 
cylindrical axia of die stator. A oopy of die appeal brief figures is eddosed heiewidi for die 
Examiner's ooovenienoe. AppHcasH acknowledge diat Figure Al depicts back iron sections 2 in 
which aline normal to die suifihce of any of the l^ers of the bade iron sections is peipendicukv to 
the cylindrical axis of the stator, and consequent, to die axis of die rotw widi \K^di stator 1 is 
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appointtd for use. Representative examples of such nonnal Unes aie indicated as directions "B-B** 
superimposed on the '438 Figure in applicants' Figure A2 and in plan view in i^jplicants* Figure 
A3. However, applicai^ lei p c c t fu Uy submit that pole shoes 3 in Figure Al are ctm^posed of a 
phirality of layers stacked fiiaUEl to ^stotor'acylindricd axis. Eachofthoseli^efshasatopand 
a bottnn 8urfeoe» and a normal to eidier surfiKX.at any point of any of ihe laym is tfierefore directed 
parallel tfie statpr's cvl% jrifilli fflt" hence, parallel tbc axis of die rotor wi4i whidi stator 1 is 
appointed for use^ Rq[>reaentMive«xamplea of sueh normal lines are indicated as directions *9>P^ 
supernnposed on the *438 Figure in wlicants* Figure A2. 

By way of contrast, applicants' claims 1, 22, and 35, as well as claims 2, 3, 8, 19 - 21 
dqiendent tfwreon, as amended, recite a staior ^omprimg a pluraliQr of segments, eadi segmrat 
being comptiatd of a plurali^ of apiorphous wttMi sttips, taeh Of w^h has a lop and a bottom 
aurfece. fai.addition, each claim calls fw a line normal to eitiier sittftee of tfie strips at mrtffi*ff11*""Y 
any point thereon to he aihgtiintiiiHv nemendicolar to the axis of nrtalion of tfie rotor. More 
specifically, the terito *%urfii6e** is set f<»^ in die cteilns with refinnBnoe to die g^atu used in die 
consH u ctien of each seyment of the stalor. Applicants mspectfiiUy stdnnit that dds requirement 
clearly calls for die peipendieulMity to be.olisfied for die strqi* preseat im ajU segmmts comfmsed 
in the claimed aliiw, not just ix afunc seginenlB. J- : 

The ExaminCT has. stated that 'TF^M top aad bottom sucfoocs of die l a mination s are the 
radially innerand outerawfoces of the poles 3» not the planar side tnrfiices as shown in applicants' 
[Figure A2r and "The radially inner mA outer auffooea of each individual l«ninati<w in *438 and 
die surfoce oHdtf from the combined iHimn i rtiow , are boil *surfoces* as set fortfi in die cfaims.** 
These statements' are, respectfully, tr avc r sw t 
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Tlie tetm *^urfooe**, as used in proviso (i> at the end of line 4 of amended claim 1» cleariy 
detives its antecedent basis fiom the first occunence of die word "surfjEue" in the phrase *^ top and 
abottom8Uf&ce**lmdginglines3aiid4. Tlie top «d bottom surfeces, in turn, refer to d»e surfaces 
of tiie laww of amoipbous metri strip, also in line 3. A similar proviso (i> is also present in claims 
22, 26 and 3S. The tenn"8urfiwe" is used in flie same sense fai these claims as it is in claim I. in 
particular, aU the daims refer to a 'line ttonnal to either sur&oe," i-e^, a line normal to either the top 
surftce or die bottom surfoce of any of die layfeis of amorphous nvtal. That line is to be taken from 
a point *1heieoii»** Le.. * point on eidwr die top surftceorthe bottom surfede of one of die layers of 
amof|rfiou8 metal. 

Citing /ft re Gema, die Ktaniiiier has further indicated that limitatioas may not be read from 
the s^ecSlicadiHi into the dairaw' i^plicairtB respectfiilly submit dut die aforementioned arginnent 
reUcf on die Mpltcit wonting of anroded claims U 22^ ^ 35. and not on any limitation inferred 
from did specification diat must be read into die cfaiims. That is to say, die tenn '^urfiices*', as used 
in proviso<i>«f each of dafana 1, 22» and 35, refers to^ top and bottom surfaces of die individual 
oonstiteent faiyers or kadnadonai Aa iet forth in tke^ specific«tioa <e.g. at page 6, lines 21-22), and 
as recognizBd in conanoo parlance in die electrical steel art, a thin strip material, i.e. one having a 
lengdi and a widdi siibtiltinlly greater dum its diickness, has a top surfiace ami a boOom surface. 
One of oidinwy kidll in die electrical motor construction ait would dnis clearly recognize and 
idwdfy die top andtettom surfoce of either dto electrical steel used inconstnicting the stator of die 
*438 patent or die stated recited by applicants' claims. Such a person would further recognize diat a 
stack of identically shaped, planar slripi of cither material would iMve feces, but would clearly 
lecogniae that some of dteaa fines «e defined by die edgesof die individual laminations, and would 
understand Aat such fines in not "surfaces" sense used in die daims. Therefore, it b 
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fcspeclfiilly submitted that the peison of ofdmaiy sIdU would a&t nod «|»plicaiit8* claiim in the 
manner suggested by die Exa mine r. 

To die contraiy, such « pcwoo would recognize d» stator depicled in the Fi^ire of die '438 
German Patent (repfoduced as Figure Al) as compcising pole shoes (3) diat include layers of steel 
having top and bottom aurfiRCs oriented such diat any line normal to eidier surfoce of die layers 
dicrein is parallel to, and n^^nemendienlar to. die stater's cylindrical axis, which is also die axis of 
rotation of dw lotor to be associaled widi die stator. Accordingly, die •438 Oerman Patent is 
ndmutted to tm ^*Y«<^ from die staler itoited by qiplwants* ctaims 1, 2« 3, 8* 19-22, and 35, since 
each lequiies diat eveiy wgment dierem be comprised of layers oriented widi dieir normal direction 
pcpiaiUiaiW to die rotor wis. The Examiner haa not pointed to any leaching in die '438 patent diat 
would disclose or sugpal any stator atiuCtutiB in which evetv segment mchiding die pole shoes, is 
comprised of layMs of mmtuA orienlsd fwm^ndicukr Id die rotor axis, ihstead of nnUsl as 
depicted in die Figure. . : ; ; w ■ i . 

Applicants* ckumed stator has excfptional magnetic properties, notably inchiding low core 
loss, diat render h motor cohstruded Iherewidi highly efficient and capable of high-speed operation 
not possible mi^ motors ift U Mp u i' atin g previously knowd magnetic components. As a result, a 
motor constiueled widi dieiiresendy dairaed titator achieves higher power lhan previous motors of 
die sail* 8i» and weight, wMeretamingWghereflBciency. Moreover, die structure of die stator 
lends itself to highly effitiknt and cost-efftctive manufiM^ture; and is especially suited to be 
incoiporated into a highly efficient electric motor. 

The hM aoknowtedged that die *438 German Patent does not disdose a stator 

cwf^rised of amwphous metal, aid so has proposed to combine die MisdderetaL reference. The 
Examiacr has indicalfed dnt Mischler et aL teadies aatator foraoaotor widi aphvahtyof segments 
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f<Mined fiom aniMirtious metal. Applicants respectfully traverse this indicaticm. Fch* example* 
Figure 1 of the Mischkr reference depicts a stalor having yoke stnictures 11 and 12 constructed of 
layers of continuous flat amcnpiious strip 13 and amomlMwig composite note pieces 18 and 19. 
These poie pieces are constraded erf adioiphous metal struts, and are instead said to be 
*^mofphous a»tal ftake or filament conqposite m a binder^ (col. 1» lines 63^). The path of 
magnetic flux is labeled *VlUXr in Figure 1 and clearly is seen asu to traverse any air gap. 

By way of cotitrBSt^ tke stator of present claim 1 is comprised of s^nents, SKh of which 
oonyrises a plurality of fayem ftf ■atftftmltom metal atriPB. Moreovet, fhw traversing the segment 
crosses one air ffp: ' Neither of these coodititins is ^alfefied by any ataior disclosed or suggested by 
Mischter et aL Aocofdl ing ly,'^ structure of qpplieants' claBiiedAlator is not suggested by Mischler 
or the f438€l«ittuiPat«int, either individually or collectively. In this respect, Mischler et al. does 
not 8uggest««iodificatioA 4)f any atnidure tanghl bylhe *«38 rtferenoe which would produce Ac 
stator required ^ each of apiilioants* claims 1, 2. 3,8, 1^22, and 35. ° 

Apptteaats maintain tfiil-die-M38 patent feils' to disclose or suggest ai^ emlwdiment of a 
stalor satiiiyittg the geomotvical limitalio&s resilured by applicaflts* claina 1, 22, and 3S. 

in particular, the *438 piatent tettfhefr away from q^lioalts* coiifigttnaion* stating at page 14» 
Ones 17 - 19: tMM sind die EinzelbleeUagen 2« und 3a an den StoOstellen rechtwinklig 
awinander vorgesehen, d. h. sio kreuzc^ isich gitteiMtig.^ [The individual sheet metal laminae 2a 
and 3a me disposed at right angles to each othet- m ike abutment locations, that is to say. they 
cn$seacholherimAlattice-Jaeconftgtav>tion.J 

_ • AppUcants ar^ unaware of any iliaolosure by the *438 potent ofolher.embodinaents in which 
the lamtaatiotts are ioiin perpendicdiaritalment as set fiorth both in the afbredted passage and in 
the Figure, and the Examiner has not pointed to any. Inasmuch as no structure satisfying the 
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requiremnits of ameaded claiim 1, 2, 3. 8» 19-22, and 35 is disclosed or suggested by the 
ooiiiHiiation of the *43S and Misdikr et al. patents, applicant's respectfully submit that the claims 
aie not properiy subfectlD a rcjectioD under 35 use 103(a>. 

The Mischkr et aL Iknitation ttiat Ute fin does not jump an air gap pteoes severe 
restrictions . cm the performance of their motor. If a continuous segment of the Misdiler et al. motor 
is magnetized <for example, the segottnt 38 in Mischter et aL*s Fig. 7X then only the right half of the 
12 o'ckxtk toolh kwttliclop haif of tfw 3 o'clock tooth iire magnetized. The other halves of the 12 
o'clock and 3 o'clock teedi.repvesent parts of diSiefcift, wmilgnctized^ segments. Effectively, only 
half of the vohmw of each loothj»ikiagiietized. Tliere$Me, if segment 38 is magnetized to 1.5 T, the 
12 o'chKk iQodi will perfonn as if Ihe entire tooth were magnetized to <mly 0.75T. This would 
pmvitte half die timt^ of a tootfi ftillv maflpctiaed to 1 .SX v : 

Cleariy, die Mischler et al. limitation diat the flux does not jump an ab gap places 
restricti<»s on dw combinations of fiequoicy, speed md toique at n^iicb dieir motor operates. 
These rastrictiona^ which have hoetofore mad» emtMiriious metal stators unsuitable for conventional 
molw appUcalioiis, have bee^dintnalied by die alitor called for by piesent chuma 1, 2, 3. 8, 19-22. 
and 35. In MMkast to die teaching the '438 patent, as modified by Mischler et aL, die stator called 
forby^pttcnts* claims 1, 2, 3, 8, 1^22» tnd has backiron and teeth «(m8tnicted such diat radial 
fhix passmg though die stalnr crosses just one air gap when treversmg each segment of die stator. 
Overall vertadlity of the motor is impnoved; opcrntirwal ruges and levels of speed, frequency and 
toique ait increased. Wken compared wi& any stator constructed from the cmnbmed teadiings of 
die '438 patent and Misdiler et al., the stator jeeM by fwnent claims 1, 2, 3, 8, 19-22, and 3S is 
smaller, lighter, mach less expensive to conftmctand frr mm veisatile and efficient in operation. 
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ApfdkanlB i«q)ectfiiny submit that it was not obvioits to mamifocture an anwiphous metal 
rotor having the stnicture of the '438 patent Had it been obvious to do so. Mischler et al. and other 
prior art wotkos would have attempted to omnbine the teadiings of the cited refeiences and realized 
the significant advantages afforded hf Hw stator delineated by applicants* claims. Clearly, up to die 
time of applicaols* inveBtion».n6 stator having the structure called for by clainn 1, 2, 3, 8. 19-22. 
and 35 has beeif pnlposed by any prior art woriKer.: inchiding those represented on the *438 
disdosure and Mischler ist al. The prior art statdtrs and their atttodant disadvantages are discussed at 
pages 1 and 2 of die specification. It is sulmutted diat the proposed cmnbinadon of die *438 
dischMun «id Afechler et aL can be made only in light of applicants* own disclosure; Even dien, 
any stator constnwted horn tte foombmed ICKhings of die *438 disclosure modified in Ught of 
Misctdec ft al. wotdd lequire u^liintial reeonstraction and redesign ivhicb is not fiuriy taught by 
the references. . - • 

Assuming. jKyaeiido ttuit the *43& patent could be combined widi Kfisddv et al.. the 
lesuttant stator would MiU aot possess a phtfaHty of segmenlB, cash segment comprising a phirality 
of hiycfs of amoiphoin metal strips, each of wMch Ims a top attd a bottom surfooe and is oriented 
such that (i) a Une normal to either.of said-surftces atsltelBntially any point diereon is substantially 
peipendicular to die axis of rottlion of said rotor, and (ii) when treversii« said segment, said flux 
crosses OM air gsp. 

Rather, afey stator ooastroded fiomdla teachings of die ciled references would be governed 
by Mischler*s limitation diat die flux does not jump an air gap. Restrictions placed on the 
conMnaliDas of finquoicy. qieed and tonpie of such a stator by diis limitation would render it 
ytmikaM*. for many oonvoitional motm- q>plications. These restrictions have been eliminated by 
die amorphous metal stator caUed for by applicants* claims 1. 2. 3. 8. 19-22, and 35. which is 


nnaller, lighter* less expensive to constnict and more versatile and efiBcient in operation tiian any 
stator produced from die combined teadiings of tfie cited references. 

The Examiner has furdier mdicaled tfiat heat treatment, application of a magnetic field, and 
annealing are methods of maidag limitBtions not getmane to the patentability of the apparatus. 
Applicants re4>ectfully submit tfiat heat treatment or annealing, whetfier or not a magnetic field is 
applied, sttucturattv alters tfie stator rbcited in cfadmB 19-21 and is ttius properly germane to the 
detemunation of patentability of tfiose cfamns; As set fonh in Ae speci fic at i on, e.g. at page 15, lines 
7-16, heaC iRftmMit enhances^ magnetic properties of die amorphous metal strip used in 
constructing ifte stator teeitod by claims 19'«21. Moreover, die specifici^dn teaches that different 
fniTOs of heatti«aiiwnt fgsMltindiflarent nricrostmctii^ tnetal jtrio. The heat treatment 

recited at page 15, lines 10-1 1 modifies a substantially glassy or amoiphous microstnicture, whereas 
die heat treatment presented at page 15, lines 17*19 results in die fbnnetion of a nanocrystallinc 
tnicMtatnicture (Aaraetordeed by the pfesaiCe «tf a high density 6f grains havings average size less 
dun ^boul 100^ nnt The spedficatkm tesdies diat each of di^ m^hods constitutes means for 
improvi^ die ma^ietic |MapCfti».of the a ntoip l wws metal strip, notably die core loss. A motor 
comprising* stattM- hiving tow core tost operates widi hij^ efificiency and speed, low production of 
waste heat, and mmimized need for auxitfaiy iooling^nfeans. The significance of low core loss is set 
fordi in die specification, especiaUy at pi^ 16, Hne 30, duough page 17, line 7, and is further 
discussed hereinbelow in conjunction widi the rejection of claims 15-18 and 26-33 over die *438 
patmt and Misdiler et al. 

Moreover, claims 19 to 2t depend fiom claim I, which is submitted to be patenlAbly 
unobvious over any comb inati on of Miidtfcr et aL and Ae *438 German patent, fbr die reasons set 
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forth bereiiubove. itts thtrefoiesidmitttedlhatdepmdm 
least the same reasons. 

In view of Uto above fcmaiks, applicants mpectfuUy sulmut fliat the structural feittures of 
the sttttor are comctly charadrnzed by clainia 19*^21 and provide proper basis defining patentably 
over die Cited references. Further, it is subtrntted that the advantageous f<»tures afforded by die 
stator of tmsent claims U 2» 3» 8, 19^, and 3S« inchiding significant reductions in size and we^t, 
lower constructton costs and increased versitfility and efificknc^ of operatioi^ provide anq;>le basis 
i^Kmwhidi to predicate dieir patentability ova" die art ^ 

According, recoiisfdmttion ctf die rejection Mclairns It 2, 3, 8^ 19^22, and 35 under 35 
U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpirtentiMe ovw thd '438 ptfeilt md Mischler et al. is re4>ectfully 
rmuttst e d* ■ ■ / ^ . ■ ' 

Claims 4» S^and 23 have bpo rejected 
m *438 disclosure and .Mischter et in fiuther view of Patent No. 2^556,013 to Thomas, 
whidi discloses 4ynan»*lef^e itaokHrs faacyin^ stalor awri b crs provided with salient field poles. 
The stalofi haeve an outer cylindrical ptotidtive and retaining weabet^ i^ch is made of a non* 
magnetic material widi good tensile simigdi qlialities such as ahnunum or stainless steel. 

The Examiner has indicated tet die *438 patent and Mischler et al. teach ev^ im>ect of the 
invention excqM a steel battl ptaiphenRy arwia^ Ihe Mtot. Tim indicadon is» leqiectfully, 
traversed. - \ 

As discuased hereinabove in co aa e clit w widi die 103(a) rcgection of cUnms 1, 2» 3» 8,19-22» 
and 35 over the *438 patent and Mischler et aL» amended claim 1 calls for a stelor ecnnprised of 
segments^ cadi of whidi comimau a plurality of tsyers of amorphous metal str^s, wherein each of 
the strqM Mas a topaad a bcMom surface and is oriented such di^ (i) a line nottnal to eidier of die 
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stirfiwes at substantiaUy any point thfteon is subctantially perpendicular to die axis of rotation of the 
rotor, and (ii) when travernng Ibe segment, die flux crosses one air gq>. Evoi taking the *438 
patent and Mischler et aL teadiing logetfier, dwre is not produced any suggesliiMi whatsoever 
concemii^ • stator tint aaiisfies the coinbnied xequiretnenfs of provisos (i) and (ii). 

The Exanuner has indicaled ttat it would be obvious to oonstruct a stolor of the type 
defined by the '438 patent and l^fiscfaler et al. with the sled band disclosed in Thomas. Like 
Misditer el al., Thomak ddcs not disclose or suggest an amoiphous metal statw wlierein the flux 
crosses only oae air gap. Thomas tdso teaches a stator composed of stacked faumnations, eadi 
faoviag a surfooe whose iormri is parallci, notpeipendicular^to tiie axisof rotatptm of die rotor widi 
whidi die stator is assodalBd. FurthCTtlteiiw doMiiotteacbanamofirtKHisnelBlstatOTthatisiiot 
brittle, and w^iidi'mhflritB increased mi^jhetic penneabUity end overall efficiency without adverse 
diennal dMfieteristics. lntMst«8pec^Thoniasdoe8ft<^addtodieteadiiiigofdie'438pitentand 
Misdiler et U. and cannnt be -contbined dieiewidk to render obvious the invention recited by 
amended cWato 4, 5, and 23.*. Whew <k»Hpaned to any stator constructed in view of the teaching of 
die '438 patent, modiliediii light of Misdiler et aL and further miidified in light of Thomas, die 
stator required by amended ctaimt '4, S, and 23 exhibits increased eooaomy of oonstrucdmi and 
improved operating vnsatility and efRden^. 

- Acooidingly* i«ei»nsideFati(Hi of the rejecdcm of amended dainiB 4, S, and 23 as being 
utqteteaMMe om the '438 potent, Mischler et at. «nd Thomas is respectfully requested. 

Claims 6, 1»;24^ aod 25 were leyec^ imder 35 <I.S.C. $ 103(a> as being unpatentable over 
die '438 patent, Mischler etal., Thomas, aad fiirdier in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,591,819 to Laing. 

The Exanaaer has indicated diat the *43S patent, Mischler et al., ami Thmnas teach evoy 
aspect of die invention except the bonding material being an epoj^ resin and the inner restraining 
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member being a bcHidtiig miterial and a metal band. For the reasons set fbitfi above in conjunction 
with the Injection of claims 4, 5, and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the *438 patent, Mischkr et 
al., and Thomas, applicants respectfully travose tfiis statement It is submitted that Thomas does 
not cute tfie lack of disclosure in die *438 patmt and Mischler et al. concerning a staler comprising 
amorphous metal strips oriented such that (t) m line normal to either of the surfiKCs at substantially 
any point dwreon is^ substaatully perpendioulv to tfie axis of rotation of the rotor, and (ii) when 
tinversing die segment, die Qux crosses <Mie dir gap. 

The Examiner has indicated that it would he obvious to conslnict the stalor of the *438 
patent, Mischler et al. and Thomas widi the synthetic lesin taught by Laing. Applicants submit diat 
even if the combinaliMi propoiMt l>y the Examiner were made, such a stator would la^ die 
advantageous stractureiKt properties eidiibited by the stalor defined by chums 6, 7, 24, and 25. 

Like Miachler et al. and Thomas, Laing does nMdisctose or suggest imoifAous metal stators 
wherein dw fhia crosses only one hir gafi. ^ Like Thomas, Laing also teaches a stator composed of 
stacked Uaiiiuli<^ cadi having a sw^Ke w4iOse monaai is parallel, not peipendicuhv, to die axis 
of rolilioB of the 'rotor widi whi^ the stator is .associated. Furdier, Laing does not leach an 
anaoiphous nKtal stalor whidi is hdt Initde, nd whidi exhibits cadUnced magnetic pematiMty and 
overallefficiencywidiout adverse thermal characteristics. In diis reflect, Laing does not add lo tlw 
teachings of die *438 patent, Misdder et aL fed Thraoas, imd cannot be condiined dierewidi to 
render obvious die invention ncilMi by present clatms 6, 7, 24, and 25. Any stator constructed fiom 
die oMnbined teachings of die *438 patent, Mischler et al., Thomas and Laing would lade die 
stnicturs *m1 advanti^eQus properties of the stalor delineaiedby presaitielahBs6, 7, 24, and 25, ai^ 
ai sucli would be fiff oMre eiqiensive to construct and (^letMB. 
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Tbe Examiner has ftntfier indicated diat Laing teaches a lammaled stator having a phnality 
of secticms, wtoie die sec|l6iis are held togetfier by a syndietic r^in and a rivet However, 
applicai^ts respectfully travene die Examiner's equatkMi of the Laing rivet widi die metal band 
re<iiiired by ififdicants'ameidedolains 7 and IS. A *^ver is defined by Merriam Webster^s Third 
InteouMkmal INclieaaiy as: *^ headed pin or bolt of aome maUei^te material (as wn^^ 
steely or oopper) used for uniting two or more .pteces by passing, die shank duougli a hole in each 
piece and then beating or pressing down tfaei plain end so as to mske a saocmd head," whereas a 
"band" is: '^Ihin flat«iloireling strip, strap, or flat belt of material serving chiefly to bind or contain 
somedung.** It is respectfitUysabnnttedlfaatlherivetofl^gcleallrdoes not disclose or sugge^ 
die band required by claims 7 and 25. 

As set fMh above in connection widi due ne^ection of claims A S, and 23, even in 
coMbtnatita, the ^43« palest, Mischkr et aL, and Thomas references fafl to disclose applicants* 
ciaiMed stracture aa Htellfed by indepdndent claims 1 and 22, finmiwhidi amended dakn»6, 7, 24, 
and 25 depend. TlK Enatiiito h{» not pointed to any teaching in Laing that cures dib 
any suggestion in Laing^hatwould motivaie addlled aitisali to modify die conbined teaching of die 
*438 paieiiti MiscMef etial.» and lliblnss references to produce the stiuctures vequhed by present 
claims 6, 7, 24, and 25. •> 

■ AccoMiingty, reconsideritkm of dife rejection under 35 USC 103(a) of chums 6, 7, 24, and 
21 as being uapaletttrf>le over the M38 pateAt^ Mischier et aL, Thomas and Laing is respectfully 
re(|(iesl6d. 

Clainw 9 and 34 have been'r^sded uaier 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentri>le over the 
'438 patent and Mischier et aL in Ihil l wi new of U.S. Patent No. 4,197,146 to Frischmadn. The 
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PTrimwnfr him ***** ^ wmiM t**^ nKinnti* «n cnnstmct the tdmiftr of the '438 Patent and 

Misdiler etal. widi the amoiphous metal composition disclosed in Frischmamt 

Uke Mischler el «1., Frischmami does not disclose or suggest an amoiphous metal stator 
wherein die flux crosses 4Mdy • minimum nufnber of air gaps. In addition, the stator disclosed by 
Frishmann requires ttat Ae fhnt cross many air gaps, (hat is, the gaps between the compacted, 
discontinuous fUktes. As a tesuh, the Freshmann stator is inherently incapable of exhibiting 
enhanced magnetic pnmeability and 6veiiiall efficiency widiout adverse dMrmal characteristics. 
While Frisehmum discloses an attioiphdus metiii composition fwr ftbricatittg etectrical miotic 
conpooenta* his Mator lacks flie tidvantageoiis features afforded by the statw called for by 
qyplicanfi' pnamt claims 9 «nd 34. McMcover, Frischmann does not reme^ tfie lack of disclosure 
in the '438 patent and Misdiler et al. coAcehiiilg die particular dentation of amoiphous metal strips 
called for by amended cbims 9 aod 34, in ^se reqiecfla, Frischmami does tiot add to die teaching 
of die '438 paint and- Mischler et al.» and ^omot be combiiied dierewith to render obvious Ac 
invention vMiled by ammded claims 9 and 34. 

Aocoidini^ nsconsideraiiim of the rejectitm of claims 9 and 34, as amended, under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) ovettte '438 paKBt, Mischler et aL and Frischmann is respcctftilly requested. 

Oain* 10 and 1 1 hove b«en rgected as bong unpatentable tfvet '438 patent, Mischler et al., 
mid Frischmann in farther view of U.S. Patent No. 4,409.4)41 to Datta et al. the Examiner has 
indicated dut *438 patent, Mischler et al., and Frischmann feadi every aspect of die invention except 
die FeBSi formula and tfiat it would bave been obvious to construct the siaior of '438 patent, 
Mischler el al., and FrischoHnn widi the amoiphous metal set fbrth in cfanms 10 and 11, because 
Datta et al. suggest die disclosed ccMnpositional range, as weD as die disclosed range for enhancing 
the conponti(Mi*8 magnetic pn^yerties. 
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The Examiner's tiidk»tkm that tiie *438 patent, Ml^ 
aspect of the invention except the FcBSi fotmula is respectfully traveised, for tlie reasons set foilfa 
above in connection with the remarks on the njectioii of diums 9 and 34 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 

The Datta et al. disclosuie is directed to an iron-based, boron containing magnetic alloy 
having at least 85 peiwntof its stracture in the form of an «m(Mphous metal matrix annealed in the 
absence of a magnetic field at a tempemture and for a time sufficient to induce precipitation dierein 
of (fiaeiete parti<iles«!f its wmstilueirts, N9 disclosure or suggestion is provided by Datta et al. of the 
desirability of ining amcwphoiis meihil in tl» oppstwction of eleotric motor components. Moreover, 
the disclosuie of m^netk propeities found in Datta et al. is directed to hig^ fiequency properties. 
Each of the examples in Datta «t «l' discloses propeitieq measured on a iii^;netic core having a 
closed magnetic path and wied tm e.g. at a .ftequency of 50 kHz and at an induction (evel of 0.1 
T. One the art would recogniap iSiat losses mefsured in an opei magnetic circuit are 

higher thambose seen in a closed path, a» discus^ in more detail by applicants in the specification 
atpi^ 17,lines20<-3l. - ^ ^ 

. Cleaily the Datta et al. disclosure is directed to -core applications, not to molois or other 
rotating devices AppBcwt* thus subimt tfcil^W of ordinary skill would not be motivaied to 
omribine the Datta et al <MaclQSure witfi any of the. *438 p«t^ Mischkr et aL, and Frischmann. 
HoweMT, «ven assunnng et^moAo that the oombination of the '438 patent, Mischler et al., and 
Frischmann with Datta et at wercl* be made^ the resulting stator would stiU lack the advantageous 
iliuctuie «d pi opeitic s afibided by applicants* stator, as recited by amended claims 10 and 11. 
More specifically. Hw stalor would HQl hcve in conalMkm • smictiire having a pluraUty of layers 
of«aofphous metal stripe, each of which has a topwitabottomsiirfiweand i8.oriented such that (i) 
a line noimallo silfaer of the surfaces of the strips at substantially any pov^t Acrcon is substantially 
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peipendicular to the axis of lotatkm of the rolor, «kI (ii) when travenmg the segmeht, the flux 
crosses one air gap. As a consequence, any stUor constiucted fiom iht combined teachings of the 
cited references would laek the-advantagedus magnetic propeities, inchiding high induction and low 
material cost (see page 14, ttne 29, to ft^ 15, line S of applicants* specification) affofded by the 
stator of present claims 10 and 11. For diese reasons, igipIica&tsretpectfiillysiAmittfiat die stator 
recited by«iaimB 16 and tt, as amended, is patentable over any combination of the *438 patent, 
MiscU^ eiat, Frischnumn, ind Dim et al. 

' Accoidingly^ reconsidnation of the rejectioiiof presottxIaimB 10 and 11 undM" 35 U.S.C. 
§109(a) is respectfully requested. 

Claim 12 Ms been rented under SS U.S.C.4l03(a) asbemg tmpatentable over of the '438 
patent, Mischkr et aL, and Frischmamii in «inher view of U.S. P^t No. 5,922,l43to Vemin et al. 
Hie Examiner has indicated that the *438piEit6al^ Mischler et al., and Frischmann, teadi every aqiect 
of the invei^n excqylnanocrystiaiilieniictostiucture. 

He Vemin «t al. patent discloses « prooesft for manufimuring a mag^ietic core made of an 
iioii4>a«ad soft magnctie alloy having a nkmciysttllioe stni^ture. He alloy is ftmtted into a toroidal 
nugnetic core and heat-treated based cm paiticular conditions dete r m i ned on the basis of die use 
envis9ged for die magnetic core. No suggeiBtioa or disclosure b provided in die Vemin et al patent 
of applicatioi of nanooystalline alloys in motors or other rotating electrical machineiy. As 
discussed hereinabove In vdnnectton with Hie rejedteft of claims 10 and 1 1 over die *438 patent, 
ls«ischler et al., aid FrischoMui^ itt fbrther view of U.s: VMent No. 4,409,041 to Datta et al., 
anilicants sulmiit that <me of ordinaiy skill would not be motivated to cooriiine the Vemin et al. 
disdosure, m/IuA is directed to magnetic core an>lication8, widi any of die *438 patent, Mischkr et 
al., md Frisdunann, eadi of whidi discloses aqiects of electric motor construction. 
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However, even if die hammer's proposed combiiittioii of Vemin et al. witii die *438 patent, 
Mischler et al., and Frisdunam were to b« combined witfi Venm 

the Examined, llie resultant device would still not suggest the stator called for by aqpplicants* present 
claim 12. iU discussed hoeinabove, applicants* claims call for a stator comprised of segments, 
each of whidi co m p m ca • frfurality of layers of —oiphous metal str^s, each of which has a top and 
a bottom surfiwe mA is orioitfed sudi diat (i) a line normal to either of the surfaces at substantially 
my point thereon is aobstantianyjieipendicidar to the axis of rotation of die rotor, and (ii) when 
travernng die segment* ^ flux crotees 'tme ak gap. . None of the cited references or any 
combmation thereof sdggeats dus tombmatiQn d rtnictuial features. In contrast, die presence of 
these features in appticants* stator as recited by amended claim 12 results in low core loss and dius a 
motor diat is smaller, tighter, less expoaatve to construct and more versatile and eflficient in 
opmtion than a motor einploying»prior«tstatM'. 

■ ^ . As previously discusaed, die low^vahi* of core loss afforded by Ihe pireseni stator results in a 
motor that is more efficient, gen^ptes l^ waste heat that must bf dissipated, and b capable of 
higher speed <veiition dsan^i mi^eiiiiloying any conventional st^l core material. As discussed 
in detaU by die specificplion, eg.- at page 16, lines 18-19 and 27-29, stators employing 
nanociyBtalline alloy strip aw eq[>ecially;preferred fgr OKitors wherein minimum size and hi^ speed 
operation are desired. 

It is dierefme sid>mitted diat die proposed combination of Vernin et al. with the '438 patent, 
Mischler et aL, and Frisdunann, even if pn^, does not disclose or suggest die staliH' recited by 
present claim 12. 
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Acooitiingly, reconsideration of the leiection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
anpatent{d»le over the combination of tiie '438 paient» Miscliler et aL, Frisdunann, and Vetnia et al., 
is lopectfiiUy lequestad. 

Claims 13 and 14 have bees tejecled under 3S U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
tt» *438 iwlent* Mkdiler et aL. Frischmann, and Vemin et ai.» in further view of U.S. Patent 
4,881^ to Yoshizawa et al. The Examiter has htdicated that the *438 patent, Mischkr et al., 
Frisdmuim, and Vemin et al. teach every aq)ect of the invention except die conqx»itiotts set forth 
in clauns 13 and 14 anl that it wo^d be obvioya td ctmstniot Ibc statar of ^ *438 patent, Mischler 
et aL, riiiiihii— . iiiiit Veminet al wUh the compositiasls of claims 13 and 14. 

Yoshizawa et^^isclosesaa trds4>ase st^magneticalloy having a composition representbd 
hy«e generd Ibnadi: (Fei^Jk^iM:x^.oKN^SiyBtM*^^ M is Co and/or Ni, M* is at 

least one eMnsMieleclld from the group oontistiag of )#, W. Ta, Zr. Hf, Ti and Mo, KT b at least 
one ekliieiM<wlectBd ftom Ihe grctiip lx>nsi8thig of V, Cr, Mn, Al, elements in the platinum group. 
Sc. Y, law earth eleiiieais»>Aui Zta^ and X is at tei^ one elemeht selected from the group 
cooskliiigbrc. Ge, P, Oa, Sit-in, B64lhd A^ attd a, x, y, 2; ix; 0, and y> respectively, satbfy 0 ^ a ^ 
0.5, 0.1 SEli 0 S y £ 30, 0 ^ 2 ^ 25;*^ y^ S 30, 0.1 ^ d ^ 30, 10 and 10, at least 50% 
of ibc ilby WuGlttfe being ^ ctystalline particles han^'an average pait^ nze of 100 nm or 
less, niis alloy said to have low eoft losa, tinoe variatidii of core loss, hig^ permeability and low 
tnagneldttlrictioo. Yoshizm «t If . also dlieloses tofoidal m^netic cores for use in various 
ttansformers, ^oice coils, satwMe teaclors, iiii«aetic heads, and tfk^ 

Apirficants mpccXMfy tiwerse the position of die Examiner dutt die '438 palent; Mischler 
«t al., Ffisdmwm, and Vemtn et al. teach eveiy atpeel of the invention except the <i(nnpo8itions set 
fidrth in claims 13 and 14. As set fordi above m connection with die discussion cohoetning the 
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refectkm of claim 12 under 35 U.SX:. §ia3(a), applicants subnttt that tiie combination of the '438 
patent^ Misdiler et al., Frischmoin^ and Vemin ct al. does not wrnggeti m stator hamig % plurality of 
segments, each segment comprising a phuality of bryefs of amoiphous metal strips; ^ach of whidi 
liters has a top Md a bottom surfiace and is oriented such that (i) a line nomial to cither of the 
surfiices at si^Mteitially any point thereon is substantially perpendicular to the axis of rotittion of the 
rotor» a0d<ii) \i1ien traversing Ihe segment, tiie flux crosses one air gip, required by present claims 
13andl4. 

Moreover, the Yoshi^awa^ al. disclosure does not have any teaching concerning die utility 
of any composition tficMn for tfie constroctim of electric motors or other rotating electriad 
machines. For the reasons, set Ibrth hmalabove in cOnneetion with the rejection of claim 12, 
q^plicaats siAmit that a skilled artisan would hot be motivaled to combine die Yoshizaw* ct al. 
diaclosiiro.diKcleii to dectroilic core applicitions wilfa die Misdiler et aU Frischmm, and *438 
patent 'diBclCMbues^ tts proposed by die Exannn^ 

However, even as^iming that the combination of Yodiizawa et al. with the *438 patent. 
Mischief et al.« Fmchmafii, and Vmun et aL could imsperly be made, it would not render bbvicws 
die stator called for by applicants* amended claims IS and 14, because any stator prochioed in li^t 
of die-combined teachings of the cited refiermceswimkl still lack die advmtageous structure and 
properties affimied by a pp jkaBli ^ stator, a& recited by claims 13 m4 14. More q^eciltcally, any 
stidor constilictod from the combined IMcfaings of the ctled teknom would not contain in 
comlMnaticMi a stracture having a p ha^li ly of layers of amorphous metal stiqw, each of which has a 
top and a bottom surftee and is orieMed such diat (i) a line normal to eidier of the top and bottcmi 
surfoces at sidistuitiallyany point diereon is substantially perpendicular to the axis of rotation of the 
rotor, and (ii) when traversing die segment, die fhix crosses one air gq>. Moreover, such a stator 
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produoed fiom <be oombined teachings of d)e oted references would clearly laek die advantageous 
magnetiG iHoperties afforded by the stator of andicitfs* amended claims 13 and 14. As set forth at 
page 16, lines 18-19 and 27-29 of an^caAta' apecificati6n« stators employing nano<»ystalline alloy 
strq> are especially prefened for moms herein minimum size and high-qieed operation are 
desired. 

Accoidii^, reoimsideration of Ac rejection of clauns 1 3 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over die combination of di& *43S ptent^ Misdder et aL, Frischmann, and Vemin et al.. with 
YodiizawaetlL iiBreqpectfoUymiuested. 

Claims 15-18, 26-33»^ and 36 hatve been itjected uuler 35 U.S.C. §103<a> as being 
unpatentable over die '438 patent and Mischler et al. The Examiner has indicated that die '438 
patent and Mischler et id. teach every aqwct of the invention except the core loss and fiequmcy 
range of die magnetic mttBtial, and it would be obvious to die sidlkd artisan to omistnict die stator 
core of the '438 patent and Miacldetetal. to optimize the magnetic chaiacteristics of the amoririious 
material. i - r ^ = . • , r; ■- ^. 

Applicants respectfoUy trai«rse diis statement As discaissed hereiniApQve- m connecti<m widi 
die r^gection of claims 1, 2; 3, 8, 19^» and- 35 over die oombinatioQ of die *438 patent and 
Mischler etaL, each of claims 15-18, 26-33. and .36 recites a stator having a phvafity of segments. 
EmA segmrat crayrises a phirahty of layers <a mofphom metal str^s, and each of faiyer of strip 
has a top and a bottmn surface and is oriented sudi diat (i) a line nafma} to eidier of die surfoces at 
substmtially any pomt ibereon is substantial^ perpendicular to die axis of rotatioiiof die rotor, and 
(ii) whoi travmin^ die fegment, the flux oosses one a^ gap. Clearly, diis combnutimi of 
structural elements is not displp8«d or wiggBUcd by die combination of die *438 patent and Mischler 
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et al. In fieict, as pteviously noted* the proposed combination of *438 patent and Mischler ct al. 
teaches away fiom the stator stnicture dial amtains die elements of provisos (i) and (ii). 

Moieover* an>licaiits r^pectfiilfy disa^ve that claims 15*18, 2(^33, and 36 amount merely 
to opttmizaticm of magnetic chatetmstics of a core, dearly, the aivanti^eously low con toss 
afforded by applicants' amorphow magnetic coniponent is a result; ncrt a design choice that the 
stalled work^ can readily ^dial tip** <mcoi»nan^ Itisdiefeforesubmitted that atnendedclaiids IS- 
IS, 26-33, attd 36m paientiMe over the cofobination of die '438 patent «td Nfisdiler et al. 

Aceofdingly, leconsiitertotion' of the rejection of ehdms 1S<^18, 26^33, and 36 under 3S 
U.S.C §103(a) as being Oiqwtentable mtr die '438 patent ahd Mischief et aL is respectfiiUy 
requested 

Claims 19-21 and 28^30 lipve been rejected under 35 §t03(a) as being unpatentable 

ovel the *438 patoM and Mischler el at iA further view of U.S. Patent No. 4 J63/>30 to Clark et al. 

The CMc et al. pates* discloaes a metiOlic ^ites ribbon havfaig the fomwla FewB^SiyCz 
tvheteift <Kt8 S w S 0.83, 0.13 S X S 0.t7, 0.03 S y S 0.07, 0.005 S z S 0.03, and w^-x+y♦^l; The 
ribbon is annealed to renMve inechailical s&aitit and e^^sed to a magnetic field in the plane of die 
ribbon and transverse to the long akis of die ribb<ttt Hie ttsultmg metallic glass ribbons have very 
Injge magnetic ccHiplmg coefficients 0^^ >0.9). Tte tre^ed ribbons are ss&d to be usefiil in 
magnetostrictl¥e transAioefs ud in passive listening device such as hydrofrtiones or pressure 
sehsbM: No discloaute is provided by die C3bA et id patent of the use <^ metallic gtass or 
ttM>rphous rnetal riblk>tl in flie constracl^ Moreover there is no 

suggestion in ClaA et al; that ahioitrtious meted ribbons having high m^net om ec haai eel coiq>liilg 
fictor ate adv8ntp8($6us for use in coilstt^^ 
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The Examiner has staled tfiat die *438 patent and MiscUer et al. teach every aq>ect of ^ 
invention, except die heal treatment, application of a magaelic field, and annealittg the segments. 
This statement is respectfully tmversed. As discussed hereinabove in connection widi die 103(a) 
Rjection of claims 1, 2, 3, 8^19^, and 35 oiver the *438 patent and Mischler, present claim 1 calls 
for a stakM* comprised of segments. Each of die segments comprises a pharality of toners of 
amorphous tnetal strqys, and each of the struts has a top and a bottom suifine and is oriented such 
diat <0 • liuft normal to eidier of die surl^ocs at substantially any point thereon is substantially 
peipendicular to die skis of rotatioii of die loto^ and (ii) wlien traversing die segment, die flux 
crosses one air gap. Even tridng^togedier Ibf M38 patent and Miscdder et al. irachings, diere is no 
suggestion dierein conceraing a stator dut satisfies die combined featurK of provisos (i) and (ii). 
Claik et at do wtt disclose or suggest use of amorphous m^ in electric motor €omp<mentB of any 
kind, let alone ocmstiucdon of die amorphtms metal stator fordi m present clahns 1, 2, 3, 8,19-22, 
and 35. Cleariy, * stator construcfted in atccwdanbe widi die combined teaching of the *438 patent 
and Mischler el al, evea if aimealed in the manner taught by Clarlc et aL, would still lack the 
adv«nti|geo«s comiHnirtion of stiucture and pn^etties afforded by qiplfeants' stalor, as recited by 
claims 19-21 and 28-30. The stator woaid not ccm^rise ammphous metil stt^ (Hriented such diat» 
when Iravtrsing a segment, die flux crosses one aiirg^p, as required by present claifl^ and 28- 
30. wherein die flux crosses only one ftir gap. It would not comprise amoiphous metal strips 
oriented such diat a line noiiaaal to eidio- ai die surfiwes subalantitf y any point diereoa is 
stAffitiiMiidly peipendicidar to dw axis of rolMioQ of the rotor. Thus, die Claik et al. teadiing do^ 
not add to the teachings of die '438 patent aitd Mischler et al. and cannot be combmed dierewidi to 
render obvioiiB dw invctttiott leciled by {iresent^Mns I9<-21 and 28-30. 
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Hie EscaiBuier ftutimr indicates Aat claims 28-30 are method of making Itmitaticms which 
are not gemiane to liie ptttoMability of die ^yparatus. As discussed htreinabow in conjunction widi 
die rejection of claims 1» 2» 3» 8» 19^, and 35 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), qn[>licants reqiectfiilly 
sidmnt that heat treatmeni or annealing, whether or not a magnetic field is a|q[>lied, is a stnictural 
feature of the staAw recited in claims 28*^30 alro and is thus ptopetfy geraiane to the determination 
erf* patentability of those claims. The Exanuner has suggested that Ciaifc,.^ng widi Yoshizawa and 
Venun mer^ sttnxMt MSacMer to teadi various elements of die amoiphous material in magnetic 
cores. Applicants acknowledge fliat each of Claik, Yosliizawa, and Vemtn provide teadiings 
concerning amoriAous metals* However, iq>plicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has not 
pointed to those elements in either of Clark, Yoshizawa, or Vemin diat fiuriy disclose or suggest die 
particular features and pro pe rt ies set fordi in applicants' amended daims 19-21 and 28*30. 

Accordingly, reccmstdetation of the rgecdon of claims 19-2r.and 28-30 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) over the *438 patent, Mischler et al. and Clark et al. is respectfully requested 

Claims 26 and 36 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type 
double patenting over chdm 1 of U. S. Patent 6,462,4S6« 

in cmler to expedite prosecution of diis application, enclosed herewidi is a Temiinal 
Disclaimer in die fomi lequhed by 37 CFR 1.321 (b). The Teraiinal EXsclaimer includes a 
statemmt by die assignee qpecifymg diat tte evidentiuy documents have been reviewed and 
certifying that, to the best of the assignee^ knowledge and belief, tide is in the assignee seeking to 
take action. As such, the Teraiinal Disclaimer is submitted to be in compliance with 37 CFR 3.73 
(b), and is in the proper form required by 37 CFR 1321. In view of the same, it is submitted that 
claims 26 and 36 should not be sutQect to rejection based on obviousness-tjpe double patenting 
widi U. S. Patent 6,462,456. 
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According, icconskkiatioD of the itjectiofi of present claims 26 and 36 under the 


of U. S. PMnt 6»462»4S6 is respectfUUy requested. 

In view of die amendments to claims 1, 22» 26, 35, and 36, die Temitnal Disclaimer 
submitted herewitti, and the remaiks set forth above, it is submitted that the present explication is in 
allowable condition. Reconsideration of d^e leiectioxi of claims 1-36, and allowance of the 
qn>Kcatk>ii aft, dierefwe* eamesdy elicited: 


judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatenlable over claim 1 


Respectfully submitted, 
Nichcdas DcOistofkro et ai. 
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